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REGENTS COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON NEW YORK
STATE POSTSECONDARY OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS 1973-74

-

Introduction

The State-sponsored postsecondary opportunity programs for disadvan-

taged.students have grown, from their inception in 1969-70, to the point

where more than 25,000 students participated in them during 1973-74, the

reporting year under review here.

Times of fiscal stringency accentuate the importance of using educa-

tional resources wisely. Disadvantaged students must be enabled to receive

maxiMum benefita from the moneys allocated for these programs.

.Thus, while the Regents reaffirm their support for the postsecondary

opportunity programs and the equality of access to higher education thek

represent for so many, these comments-and recommendations must include those

areas which continue to.require improvement.

Certainly, there are many signs of success in the opportunity programs.

The most notable example is the fact that as of 1974 more than half of all

opportunity students were"on,track" for graduation with'their regularly-

admitted counterparts. These students entered higher education with academic

deficiencies so severe that they wOuld not have been admitted under regular

procedurea:
-
Still, problems were apparent in several areas. For example, financial

assistance was never sufficient for student needs. Management problems at

CUNY were manifeited, in SEEK and CD by such things-as unevenness of student

performance(reflecting.a lack of consistent policy concerning academic

,performance standards) and in late or missing data. Information and responses

from SEEK and the City University since they submitted these..1973-74 reports

indicate a responsiveness to Regents concerns and a willingness to bring

about-d-6eded changes.

Profile of Opportunity Students

During 1973-74, opportunity programs provided substantial educational

access for the "educationally and economically," as well as socially, dis-

advantaged. The great majority of program students came from relatively large
0

. households with extremely low incomes, and sizable numbers received publiC::

assistance (see Table I).
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Table I

Opportunity Student Economic Profile (Per Cents)1

.

.

,

SEEK HECP
2

EOP
State-0.erated

i
,

EOP
Community Colleges

,

College Discovery

frigag
Below .z

$6,500-1
78

0

78 85 84 :

Social
Services
Reci.ients

29 26 10 25 32 .

Five or
More in
Household

32 32

i

32 21 , 33

I-First-time students only.

2Four-year full-time programs only.

3Gros8 faMily income, 1972-73

The severe academic disadvantages exhibited by all entering program

students are shown in Table II. SEEK takes a noticeably "higher risk"

student than the other programs in terms of low high school ,average and

lack of a diploma.

4
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Table II

Opportunity Student Academic Profile (Per (;ent8)1

SEEK
2

HEOP
EOP .

State-iterated

EOP
Community
Colle es

College
Discovery

High School
Average
below 80 67 6 6 64
High School
Average
below 70 27 14

_9

24
Lower three
quintiles of
H.S. class . 70 88 266
Non-Academic
Diploma 22

o

R.2..

lo

o

209cuo

No Diploma 17 15,. 1. 5
.

SAT-Verbal
4

b elow 379
3 61 55 70 I -

SAT-Math
5 ,belai 379 52 45 64

1
Entering freshmen only.

2Four-year fuli-time programs only.
3Not collected or not available

State norm was 25% below 379.
5State norm was 15% below 379.
6
57.5% of College Discovery student status in these categories

4

was-listed as =known.
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The programs serve students from groups taditionally underrepre-

sented in higher aducation (Table A-3)and indirectly have become a

major.vehicle for the racial integration of the State's higher education

system,. As of 1974., about half of all the ethnic.minOrity students.in

undergraduate education in the State were in opportunity programs. Inter-

estingly, females wern in the majority in all programs, except those.at,

the SDNY State-operated campuses.

Table III

OpportunitY Student Demographic Profile (Per Cents)

.14ale

SEEK HEOP1
EOP

State-Operated

EOP
ComMulaity
Colleses

College
Ldscovery

41
2

48 4 4

Female
2

52 4.7 ...55 5,._

Age 21-25 2
39 0

Over 25
12

2,3
15 18

4 28 123

133-EiCI-....---.7-----"73- -------71 2
Spanish-
Surnamed 29 2 13
Oriental 2 2 1

2
Does not include Queens and MiDdgar Evers Colleges.

Four-year full-time students only.

3On1y applicants under 30 are Lligible for SEEK and College Discovery.



'Academic Pruress

Interim7academic success measures,for college students are the--

accumulative grade point average (GPA) and the rate of credit accumula-

tion. At least 55 percent of the opportunity students had a GPA above
2.0, the normal passing or "C" level (see Table IV), Of all the programs
HEOP and EOP four-year students ranked highest, with approximately 70 per-
cent above 2.0. Additionally, at least half of all students were accumula-
ting credits at a rate sufficient to graduate within five yearS from the

time they enrolled in baccalaureate programs and three years in associate

degree programs. The inconsistency of academic requirements on SEEK program

campuses enabled some SEEK students to have much more flexibility in-terms

of.hours to be completed and/or number of semesters allowed to complete the

degree than did students in HEOP, EOP, and CD programs.

Table IV

Opportunity Student Academic Progress Profile -

SEEK

----
-::--;'

HEOP
1

EOP
State-Operated

EOP
Community

Colleees_Dissolux_
\

College,

Percent with GPA
Below 1.0 (p) 23 9 ]_ 17 1
Percent with GPA
Above 2.0 (C) 69 64 61 66

Average Annual
credits
earned by:
4th Semester

16 23

28*

23
-,

23

30 17!...tudents

8th semester
students 22

Percent
"On track" 3 nr2

op 71
2

75
3 64

3

1
Four-year full-time students only.

SP.Ward graduation within ten semesters.
3 Toward graduation wifhin six:semesters.
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SpeciallProvam Services

The opportunity programs assist st.ude4a 4,44".eot4.4,thro:Ligh the pro- _

vision of: 1) financial aid ybiC4 supplements moneys prOy.4ed hY the
State, federal government, institution? student, apd faM*ly through grants,

loansoand work; and 2) supportive academic serviceal,typically comprising

special remedial and developmental academic poursevcirk, pc4,3unseling, and

tutoring.

In all of the programs, the total ayailab4e financial assistance did

not offset the collegegoing posts to the stgdent. Even yip4 the opportunity

program direct grants, students had to fina4ce auci,'average-post of

$1,644 annually (aee Table V).

Table V

OPpOrt414tY §tu4ent k.4.4 ,OPWr
1

.

SEEK
.

2
,. .1.4.,7,. ..1.1731,

'.,3?5
,15

- -- -

244

HEOP
FourrYear

4$9.8
#7-

1

4taterOesated"..."$Z1366e, :,..,.....",,...

i 603,,,..

....

1

Two!-Year
Vip.ilf.a.,..... ,. ,. .

. ,

.1011
5.;

00MMUO.tY
Colleges
- . . ,..

.fl.,27

18

TOTAL:financialaid--
Grants..

-Loans,...

.. .

,

0pportbnity Pro or

ant3 20 1 1 2 611 . 87

Unmet nee& 8
_ .

1 286 6 4 1 644; 1 2

1
College Discovery data unavailable;

2: Per atUdent.

3 ))irect student aid.'
-4

Difference between total grant aid and total r:osts.
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Supportive academic services were utilized to offset the disparity

between the opportunity students' educational tools and-the performance

,demanded_at_the-college_level. While-not-every-student:required tutoring;

those who utilized this service (primarily at the freghMan level) showed

relatively heavy usage, averaging 20-24 hours per year. All student5 re-

ceived counseling services in peraonal, financial, psychological, academic,

and career areas provided by program sources. The fact that remedial class-

work-is more in evidence at SEEK than at HEOP may be attributed in part to

the greater academic deficiencies of entering SEEK students and may help to

account for their slower rate of credit accumulation.

Table VI

Opportunity Student Supportive Service Summary

_

SEEK HEOP
1

.

EOP
State-aerated

EOP.

Community
Colle es

College
DiscoverAHours of

tutoring per
,

enrolled
,,-

student
2

11 3
Hours .of tutoring
er tutored student 24 3 3

20.... . ...

.er enrolled student 22 26
__

-10 14 9. .. - -.J.:

coursework per
enrolled student 9

.

1
3 2 3

1
Four-year full-time students only.
2
Per 36 weeks.

3
Not available for some sectors.
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RECOMAENDATIONS

In regard to the programs at the Citund_State Universities, the RegentS make

--the following general-recommendations:

A. Timely and accurate accounting ofopportunity program activities is

an obligation imposed on the public universities by the legislation

establishing the programs. It is recommended that the administrators

of these programs should take care to devote the resources necessary

to fulfill these responsibilities, including the reallocation of existing

resources if necessary.

ACTION TAKEN: Since the submittal of the reports commented

on here, the State University has demonstrated a willingness

to improve its capabilities in this -area. Its reports for

1974-75 were submitted' in a timelier and much more nearly com-

plete fashion than those in the past. College Discovery plans

and reports show considerable improvement over those submitted

An the 1973-74 period. SEEK has invested major resources in a

new three-year plan which shows promise of improved administrative

procedures for that system during the 1975-78 period.

B. A great many students in their junior and senior years in publie uni-

versity programs indicated indecision about their ultimate major. It

is recoMmended that this unusual phenomenon be investigated to ascertain

,whether the data-gathering systems have failed to elicit this information,

or whether students are not receiving proper counseling, or are in some

other way being inadequately served.

In regard to legislative action, the Regents make the following recommendation:

C. Increasing access to postsecondary education for disadvantaged persons

is a Sta-te-goal. It is recOmmended that a more nearly even-handed funding
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pattern be established, so that (a) independent institutions are not

required to contribute so much of their resources to program support, ,

and (b) all disadvantaged students are required to bear approximately

the same financial responsibility for their own education.

In regard to SEEK, the Regents here reiterate their ReCommendations stemming

from analysis of the1973-74 SEEK General Plan.

- 1. Information about techniqueS which lend themselves to a certain amount of

---standardization, such as diagnostic skills tests should be shared among__

appropriate personnel in the program. SEEK-Central should acf 04 the

coordinative mechanism in such endeavors.

ACTION TAKEN: SEEK has informed the Department that the recom-

mendation is now being implemented.

2. Regarding support fbr counselors, the funding model for campus allocations

should be adjusted to take into account t6 numbers ofstudents at each

level. As a rule,-fi.rst and second-semester students require more in-

tensive counseling than students "in the'mainetream."

ACTION TAKEN: The funding model is under review as part of a

more general review undertaken by a Task Force on SEEK in the

City University. Its report and recommendations are now in the

hands of the City University Chancellor,-and the Department has

been informed that reformS stemming-from the work of the Task
,

Force, Regents recommendations, and a recently completed inde-

pendent audit will be implemented in the near future.



3. Placement counselors and other specialists who are SEEK employees should,

within reason; restrict their professional activities to the SEEK con-

stituency. The purpose of special programa legislation :Ls not to nub-

sidize college operations for the regularly admitted student body.

ACTION TAKEtl: The Task Force Report suggests tighter con-

trols in this area. Meanwhile an admipistrative memorandum

has been circulated to all SEEK campuse clarifYiP9 01194icos

and expectations in this matter:

4. ProvisiOn should be made at eVery campus for training, at least in a

minimal way, of tutors of SEEK students. The tutoring process should

be under control of the SEEK adMinistration to ensure efficacy and

accoUntability of tutors. ..... .....
5; The*ole.ngt4PS

6f'SEEK c.ourse offerings should bq rqPx4mi?Vd

eye to moving SEEK 014400g into,c4 e regular currz.culum_as soon afirpossible,- . .

and in most cases by the'end of the -semester. 4 rule of reason

P4ggOts that no course 4'9pq tho ff-rst college lepel-7.quah as the second
. .

semester of college English,-shou0
4EE,1 rubric.

AO differentiates gEW upper-level caurss from parallel catalogue

offerings is a smaller student ages size and a more sensitive approach

to the students and curriculum. Because.the potent:t44:-q7.5"E4 students

to berlofit ft!.014 puqh
RopM4qhP.s 1;?.t 17..? way 4iff.O.FP P!PT't40 9f.PON'oPhq.:

group of studentO, te funding of ,gyph qervice.a should Pe_ ftom general

University so4r6, and for as broad a range of students as possiPle.

ACTION TAKEN: This matter is disoussed in detpi) in the Tas.1(

Force reports, with recoMplehd4tiOns fOr Mier c44ges Mean-

While all institutions with SEEK programs haye received com-

munications from City University questioning all'SEEK courses

,

,
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which might not fall I the enabling legislation.

6. Proof of income for purposes of determining rrhw rq;gibility or level

offinancia7. aid award should be mor 'fied, ae in the

word "copy" (of a 1040 form).

7. Final determination of SEEK stipend levels should remain in the hands

of appropriate financial aid officers, although always in consultation

with SEEK personnel where necessary.

ACTION TAKEN: All but one SEEK program now adhere to this

recommendation. The independent audit report referred to

above recommends uniform adoption of this policy.

8. Retention standards at the individual campuses for SEEK students should

be, if not unifbrm, at Zeast unambiguous in indicating quantifiable thresh-

olds beyond which,termination fbr academic failure will result.

ACTION TAKEN: SEEK has responded affirmatively to this

Recommendation and has informed the Department that future

plans will reflect adoption of the policy.

9. Given the vastness of the pool of eligibles, SEEK-Central should set an

absolute maximum nuMber of semesters of SEEK "entitlement"--five years

is the standard at SUNY, in the private sector, and for BEOG, VA and

TAP benefits--and all retention policiesshould be structured to fall

within that framework.

ACTION TAKEN: CitylUniversity has proposed such an approach

for all students a0the University, of which SEEK students

would be a special subset. The system is expected to be in

place for 1976-77.

13



xii

10. Speedy resolution of the "academic disadvantage" questiOn, including the

promulgation of a comprehensive workable definition, is strongly urged.

ACTION TAKEN: City University officials have informed the

Department that new definitions were recently T ed by the

Board of Higher Education. The Department is recep-

tion of those definitions with a final version of the SEEK

1975-76 General Plan.

11. SEEK-Central is encouraged to continue its substantive efforts to provide

greater coordination and leadership for all of the campus-based SEEK pro-

grams. While &fficult to achieve in a system as multi-faceted and diverse

as is CUNY, the achieT)ement of that objective will Zead to enhanced pro-

gram effectiveness and accountability.

ACTION TAKEN: The direction of the new draft 1975-78 General

Plan and the effort put forth in producing the Task Force

report both indicate very strong movement in this direction.
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Introduction

In 1966, a state program was instituted to advance the cause of equality

of educational opportunitSr in the City University of New York (CUNY). This

Trogram came.to.be known as Search for Education', Elevation and Knowledge (SEEK)

at the senior collegelPOI the City University, and College Discovery at the corn-/

:ry c*Ileges in New Ybrk City. A similar program (EOP) was extended later to

some units of the State University of New Yorlc(SUNY): In 1969 a Comparable

program was initiated at private.colleges
and.mniversitiealunder the Higher Edl.

ucation Opportunity Program (HEOP).

Sections 6451 of the education law, as added by chapter 1077 of the laws of ,r

1969, which established the HEOP program, provided for statewide coordination of

these opportunity programs.:at CUNY, SUNY, and the private colleges and universities

unaer the aegis of the Board of Regents. $5 million was appropriated initially for

implementing its provisions. Appropriations havegrown over the years and for

1973-74 totalled'over $34 million:

Section 64521 Par. 5.a., directs that "the trustees of the State University

and Board of Higher Education in the City of New TOrk shall each furnish to the

-Regents, the Director of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Senate Finance Com-

mittee, at least annually, a report ...of the operations of such EOP and SEEK

programs."

Section 6452, Par- 5.b., goes on to state that "The Regents shall review

such reports and forward the samealong with their comments and recommendations

to the Governor and the Legislature,"

This doacument accompanies thamereports, and includes the "coiments and

recommendationa" mandated. Additionally, an effort has been made to display

and compare data from all the sectors {HEOP, EOP, ZMEK and College Discovery)

9 th
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where there are State-supported systems of postseeondary education for the dis-

advantaged. This constitutes the first attempt to display opportunity ?gram

data'on a comparative basis. (Because the i.oport from College Discovery wai

t'ecea. A too late to be incorporated into the bodY of the analysis, this program

is treated sbparately as Appendix B.)

2 1



Opportunity Program Enrollment, Retention and

Graduation, 1973-74

The State Legislature approved funds for the enrollment of almost 25,300

opportunity students in 1973r74 an increase of 6.9 percent over-the previous

'year (Table 1). With HEOP at-no-growth, the increases ocCurred_in the public

sector programs; these exceeded 8.9 percent. All the sectors showed a slight

degree of underenrollment in 1973-74 (Table 2). For the first time, SEEK re-

ported underenrollment, which averaged 1.5 percent:

Table 1

Opportunity Program Growth, 1972-73
to 1973-74

Projected Enrollments
in

1972-1.7) 1973-74 Difference

Percent
Growth
Rate

SEEK 8,500 9000 :.1,300

HEOP 5 00 5 300

,

0 0

EOP 9 L8 60
,

10,200 340

TOTALS 23,660 25,300 1,640 6.4-

Enrollment projections are difficult to meet exactly. Underenrollment for

the year usually represents first-semester attrition not completely made up by

second-semester entrants (Table 3); also complicating the matter is the fact

that none of the opportunity programs have a firm figure on the number of students

authorized until final legislative and gubernatorial action haa taken place,

usually in May. By that time, most admissions procedures have been completed.

Many institutions are thus faced with difficulties in opportunity program ad-

missions. These difTiculties arise because many students previously recruited

may have, in the interim, made other decisions and because (ospecially at the

2 2
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independent college campuses) dompulsorypre-freshman summer programs the

first week in June.

Table 2

. --Projected Versus Actual Enr6IIM-6nra-in-0 tirtilnit Pro rams 1 - 4-

Projected
Enrmilment

Average
Annual
Enrollment

_ _

Difference. Difference

Percent.
Difference
1972-73

SEEK 9,800 . 9638.5
,

(161.5) (1.6%) 5.6%

HEOP 5,300 5,137 (16,3) .- (3.2)' (1.5)

EOP 10.;200 -- 9633.5 (566.5) (5.6) (6.4)

TOTAL 25,300 24,409 (891) (3.5) (0.99)

The size of the total pool of eligibles remain considerably larger than those

served. The Education-Department estimates that 40,000 high school graduates in

New York State are eligible each year for the opportunity programs.

:3

2 3
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Table 3'

Comparison of Fall and Spring Enrollments, 1973-741

-- - Increase or decrease
In Enrollments' Percent Change

SEEK
2 _

820

HEOP:

(70) (1.7)
Four-Year

Two-Year 31 10.3

Part-Time 393 41.2

EOP:.

(180) 1 (2.5)
State-gperated

CoMMunity Coll2S.2_a________

Net S.rin Increase 1 045 4.4

1

2
Headcount.

Enrollment repoit does not include transfers within CUNY.

Student enrollments were reported according to four possible sessions of

attendance (Table 4)., HEOP had the greatest percentage of students participating

during the summer; winter sessions, generally, were paiqOf a trimester or quarter.

arrangement. More than 24 percent of all'opportunity students attended the summer

session, while fewer than 4.5 percent attended the winter session.

2 4



Table 4

Enrollment by Term, 1973-74

Summer Attendance as Per-
cent of Fall Enrollment.
Winter Attendance as.Per-
cent of Spring Enrollment.

Summer Fall Winter S rin Summerl Winter %

SEEK
1

2,145 8,406 NA 91226 25.5% NA

HEOP1---

Four Year 480 4.186 527 4 119 35.4 12.8%
Two Year 201 301 86 52 66.8 :25,9
Part Time 954 93 1,47 ;52.7 -6.9

EOP:1

State Oper. 12)17 7,200 290 7_1020 18,3 4.1
Comm. Coils. 238 2,482 73 21498 2.

'TOTALS 5,693 23,532 1,069 24,542 24.2 4.4

--
1Does not include transfer among SEEK programs.

Between semester retention for fall enrollees was 80 percent (Table 5).

HEOP part-time and EOP community college programs had the lowest persistence

rates, while HEOP four-year and two-year programs the highest. The larger per-

centage of students transferred out of HEOP part-time and EOP State-operated

programs. Part-time programs are primarily designed to serve tHose students who

are in a transition between part-time and full-time study. Therefore, a high

number of yearly transfers is expected.





Table 5

Change in Enrollment of Opportunity,Students Who Attended the Fall Semester, 19731\-

and Who Returned for the Spring Semester, 1974

.

SEEK

Fall

EnrolleesSlie73-71+%(_irals_

1 11+06.67

Returned for

3,733

Change7-1-17-1ds.

18.6% 41

588

Out Trans.

734
Total Grads

& Trans.

' 4.74_1,...1_____

14.2 4o 628

IEOP

Four-'. ;sr 4,189
10.9

Two-Year 301 258

.456

,

43 14.3 79 25.0 10 89

.P.L._._.j5j..'99:L__.___...rt-Time,''L44.3.898'142''',,

101)

'Mate er. 7 200 5 817 1 38 19.2 76 10.7 1 4 897

comm. Coils. 2 49

.

.1 689. 860 ILLL11
-\

7.8 48 246

I'

[ TOTALS 23,599 18,888 4,711 20.0 2,085 8.7 412 2,497

Graduates in 1973774 as Pereent of Fall-Spring mean.
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The addition of alMoSt 2,100 new graduates brings the total of opportunity.

,student graduates to almost,5,000 (1%le 6). HEOP Four-Year and Two-Year programs

exhibited the highest "yield rate" of graduates to students ever enrolled. Next

to the Part-Time Programs, SEEK had the lOwest percentage of graduates. Sinde

opportunity programs were_begun, more than 55,000 persons have participated at

one time or another. Forty-eight percent of all 'opportunity students ever en-

rolled have reasons other than graduation or transfer.

Table 6

Total Graduates as a Percentage of Total Students
Ever Enrolled in Opportunity Programs to 1973-

umber of
Students
Enrolled

JNumber of
-Graduates

Percent of
Graduates to
Enrollees

SEEK 18 536 1;033 5.6%

HEOP

9,222 1,574 17.1Four Year

Two Year 872 3LFI 39.1j

Part-Time 4 083 75 1.8

EOP
16,025 1 482 9.2State Oper.

Comm. Coll, 6 812 466 6.4

TOTALS 0 1

2 8
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Tc.bles 7 and 8 demonst77ite the distribution of enrolled students by three

.measures of class status ans:i academic progress: dvae of s=try, zuzweer c7f sem-

esters in: college, and aLT.-: sccumulatec -,J*47e=4, the degre.

The,',olustering of. E( special1y SEEK nts tomard thebeginn±ng

Orthe .zcales indicates, 3i 4 attrition, requimting large freshmar. lasses

'3 maintain total enraIlm growth in the total program:. ancL:Ti especiatE

SEEK, a lower rate of c.t1t accumulation for enrolled students. Ihis com,--

entration of stUdents :.;:o account for thp.,--gher HEOP percent r.. T graduates

to enrollees in_Tables 5 and 6.-

Relatively large percentages of students who first enrolled in SEEK and

HEOP five or_more years prior to 1973-74 were still enrolled in 1973-74. An

equally large percentage of students were enrolled nine or more semesters. Of

the EOP and SEEK students mho may have participated in opportunity programs five,

,six or seven years, EOP students are progressing toward the degree at. a rate

greater than students in SEEK. Further, the percentage of SEEK students earning

under 25 credit.hours (freshmen) is disproportionately larger than the per-

centeges of 1973-74 entrants and 1-2 semester participants: Thus, many of-those

students who have been enrolled more than two semesters have earned less than

25 college creditS.

2 9
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7Ab1e 7

'St4tus oj A?on..actunity Students in

BaccarateeTee Programs, 1973-74

bistribution
of 73-74 Enre11ee4 ...51L-a BEOP 1

EOP
By Date of 1:ntr-Y

,

-

1973-74 '5:,, 31% 30.7% 34,470
1972-73

.

27::,.5 26.7 ..28A'
1971-72 W'rA 22.9 '19.1
1970-71 .44 17.0 11.4
1969770 5,5 2.2 5.1

Before 1969-70 S;Z. 0.4

-
3Ylio. Semesters

in College
.

1-2
.

42.0 28,5
3-4 ,25.,I 26.1

.35.5
27,2

5-6 d3.5 22 8., 17.3
10.7 18.3 11.8

9-10 +
. .

8.7 4..3 8.2
.

----------
3yCredits Accumulatc&

Toward Degree.2"
.

'

,

0-24 490,4 -21.2 32.3
25-48 1944 23.3-- 24,04942 11.8 18.9
73-96 8.5 16.7 11.7
97-120- 5.5 9.4. 6-.8
120+ 5.4 . 10.6. , 6.8

_

3 0
1
Includes Ags. and Techs.

2Based on a ten-semester time=lngthened degree program.
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TAULE 8

Status of Opportunity Students in
Associate Degree Praograms, 1973-74

Idstrioution of
173-74 Enrollee6

HEW!

Two-Year
EOP

Community_1.42112

By Date of Ehtry

43.6% 74.2
1972-73 5243 20.9
1971-72 2.5 4.7
197071 0.3 0.2
1969-70 0.6 0.1

191ef9.1"..2_22a72.2_ 0.6 0.0
---,-----__--,---

By Number Semesters
in College

.

1-2 31.7%.
.

64.6%
3-4
5-6

66.5
1.8

25.7
8.2
0.9,

9-10+ 0.0 0.6

By Credit Accumula-
ted Tovard

------

Degree'
.

0- 24 ,60.8% .
. 55.5% .

-2:- 48 31.0 2644
75 -1!....7

73---.-,96- 0.7 .

.- -2.3
97-=-7120 0.0 ess than> 0.1
120 4

, 0.0 -0.0_ .-_----------

1

10

Eased on six semesters in time-lengthened degree ptogram.
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EOP students at ths community colleges ebit ratE,T of progress and

"holding power" in tart, of credit accumulaticz, equal to, Lf not greatet

those ol their counterzazts:t= two-year nonpubl instuttons (Table 8). Me-

withdrawal of the for-Iluman Services from mioug- statns will, At is anticipated,

be retlected in a further equalization of the publicP=adependent figures for 1974=75.

The reasons for separ ion of students tram the pzogramare ranked in Table 9..

Even though academic dismissal was the primary cause of separation, transfer and

academic.leave cannot be Construed to mean "attrition," sinne transferring implies_

-
continuing the educational process, while voluntary leaves of absence can be

'terminated at- any'time by re-enroliment. Transfer andTeadmitted students_plaTed

a more important role im attaining projected enrollments for the HEOP-part-t±me,

EOP state operated, and SEEK programs than for other categories of programs- (PETe 10).

As expected, transfer out was the majorcreason for separation for part-time ntadents.

It should be:noted in this regard that SEEK does not accept transfers from the

other opportunity programs. Thus, -all students in this category worali beCoilege

Discovery referrals or.:SEEK readmits.

4



TABLE 9

Rank Order of Proven Separation Conditions, 1973441

emic
. .

2

AcadenL:

b.smissal

1

Financial Personal

4

Medical ,Transfer Other

HOP

Four-Year

. Two Year 5 3. 3

Part-Time 6.5 6.5

30P

State 0.er,

Com. Cols:. 6 3 4 2 7
..,,..2
,....,

Avenge

Ranking 3 1 5_ 4__.........6 ......... 7

,
27

1
Grafaidet, net .t1cluded..

2..Sometztlrac=ate, as all:t4lataester Community College ,stualents .are recorded
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lable 10

Status of Studeats &rolled it Opportunity

Programs by 7tpe of Admission, 1973-:741

SEA ii E 0 P
,

E O P
Percent as: j Four.Year Two-Year i Part-Time State lier, Comm. Cols.

Pirst-Timers 18 0% 12.2 19.3 32.9 15 6 46 4

Transfers/
Readmits 9 0 5 5 13.7 11.6 3 8

All Others

Continuit sts 73.0 82 73.1 53 4 72.8 49 8

Totals 100 0

ammormm

100 0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100,0

1
Average over all sessions.
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aractel---E--2.----lnitStudents'1973-74DemorahicCh

OpportUnity Programs have provided a major avenue for access to higher education

for ethnic minorities. The percentage of opportunity students belonging to minor-

ity groups ranged from 61.1.percent at the community colleges to 93.5 percent at

SEEK (Table 11). Larger, percentages of nonminority students were enrolled in lower

division and EOP State-operated programs.

Opportunity students tended to.be older than the traditional college student

(over 21 years of age); a majority were female (Table 12). There were large_per-

centageS of older students at SEEK nd HEOP part-time programs. HEOP programs en-

rolled a greater percentage of females than their public counterparts. HEOP two-year

and part-time programs, as well as EOP community college programs, serve a great

number of persons over 25 years of age.

The income scales which determine economic eligibility for these programs

caused over 95 percent of this-year's entrants to come from families with gross in-

comes of under $10,100 (Table 13). liny studenta_were _independent, with virtually no

income while attending college (Table 14). The perCentage of-students -that:came from

households of over four members ranged from 14 percent to 32 percent. HEOP part-

time programs enrolled the largest percentage of independent students, while SEEK.

enrolled the largest percent from mid-Sized families. The_most married students

were found at the HEOP two-year colleges. The perbentage Of first-time students re

ceiving Social Services was generally higher than those for students receiving V.A.

Benefits and Social Security. New students with V.A. Benefits played an important

role in the enrollment of HEOP two-year programs.

7 6

3 7



Table 11

Percent Distribution of Opportunity Program Ztudents, According io Ethnicity, 1973-74.

Native
Any

Black American Oriental'. Surnamed Subtotal White Other Total

01 2 1 28
6 0.1.,..224.

HEOP:

1 0 100.0

Spanish

Two-Year 42 6 15.4
9.2 67.2 32.8 100.0

.

7.3 86 1 12 6 100.0

39k.

Mean 60,5. 0 7 1.5 19.0 81.6 16 2 2.3 100.0
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Table 12

Sex and Age Summary of Opportunity Students, 1973-74

.

I.

Under 21
%7.

21-25 Above 25
2

%
Male

%
remale

1
SEEK: 36.97. '33.3% 11.5% i?. 2X-

47.6

.

58.85

52.4

HEOP

45.3 39'. 3 15.4FOU rdote a r

Two-Year

,

34;6 19.5 45.9 28.7 71;3

Part-Tire 10.6 25.2 64.2 41.1 58.9

EOP:
.

49.2 33.3 17.6 53.2 46.8
State-Operated

Comm.Coneees 40.9 31.5 '27.5 45.3 54.7.

1
Does not include breakdown on Queens and Medgar Evers Colleges.
'Only applicants under 30 are SEEK - eligible.

40



Table 13

Accumulative Distribution of Gross Family Income; of Opportunity Students, 1973-1974

..............-................

0 to

4600.

3601.

5,100

5101.

6500,

6501.

7800

7801..

9000

9001..

10,100

10,101

11,100

11,101

12,000

=001.1.......1.4.04

19.44

12,001.

12,800

99,64

,

SEEK
,

44,0% 64.2% :78.9 % 88.6% 940% 97.7% 98.97I

HOP;

,42.0 62,2 78.2 87.9 94,1 97,4 99.0

,

99.1 99,5.
Four Year

Two Year 47.7 72.1

.

83.7 91.3 95,4, 98 3 99.4 99.4

.

'99.4

Part Time,,
,.1c..;,,,Ii;,4

l59.7
.,'

73.3' 81.9 91.4 95.0 , 98.3 99 3 99.5.: 100,0

EOP;

State Oper. 43.8

.

60.7 '.

.

73.0 '84 1

, .

.91.1

,

94;7'. 46.6", 97,4.

.

98.1,

Comm, Coll, 57.1 73,2 85,3 93.0 97,6 98,6 , 9q 99,6

,

7

Mee 47.1 65,4 78, 88.5 94.6 97.2 98,5. , $8.9 . 99,2 .
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IV

Academic Background'

Opportunity students have had, by definAion,i. a poor academic preparation for

a successful college career; in fact, almost 35 percent of the entrants did not

have academic' high school diplomas (Table I. Two-thirds of those newly admitted

had high school averages under 80 percent; most ranked in the lower three fifths of

their graduating classes.- Many opportunity otudents entered the programs in 1973-74

without diplomas' or with General Equivalency Diplomi'a ,(GED's).. The lower division-

and part-4time programs enrolled.students who eXhibited the highest percentage in

these "disadvantaged" categories.

The median Regents Scholarship Examination score for the Sntire prospective_

college-going population'in fall 1973 was 136. Since the curVe of_these scores was

positively skewed, a score of 160 fell at the 65th percentile. .Most EOP students

had RSE scores under 160, with about 75 percent with scores under 120 (Table 16).

The distribution of ACT scores also demonstrates the below-average performance of

opportunity students on standardized tests. RSE scoreo were not available for HEOP

and SEEK populations; they were a requirement for entrance only at SUM%

According to the State norm, a score of 560 on the Scholastic Aptitude

Tests ranks at about the 71st percentile in Math and about the 85th percentile in

Verbal (Table 17). Very few opportunity students admitted in 1973-74 scored above

560 on either test. Among students in baccalaureate degree programs, EOP students

had a greater percentage above 379; however, more HEOP students scored in the 320-379

range. Therefore, on the average, HEOP students had slightly better cumulative scores

than EOP students (Table 18).

4 3
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HEOP two-year programs accumulated more students in the lower ranges than,

did EOP community college programs. HEOP part-time students had the lowest dis-
4

tribution of scores. In all cases, opportunity program students are demonstrably

performing more poorly on these standardized tests than the test-taking population

as a whole.

The SEEK,program did not report high school rank, type of diploma, RSE or

SAT scores for 1973-74.

4 4



Table 14

Distribution of Opportunity
Students by Number:4in Household, Married and

Benefits Received, 19731-74

Number Members in Household
Percent Students Peceivin

Dne

dent

qndepen-

Student) 2-4 5+ % Married

V.A.

Benefits

Soc. Serv.

Funds

Soc. Security

Funds

SEEK 16. 51.4% 32.1% 7.8% 4.7% 28.7% ....8.1...
HEOP

..,

--""Four-Year 21.1 46.8 32.1 4.0 .0 26.1 8.

........L.....wo-Yeal8....i1.1.i--.....1.1.......L9J.......29-i2,........m...1...°J.......
Part -TiMe 58.0 28.4 13.6 3.8 0.1 ii.............6.L.;..

,

'Sttite

alL".27.1.......L.......,.2aL.--.4.---.632.34.0.13.;.....1....1................

Comm. ,

,

.C.P2:-----J2L9.--.....L.P.....212-------4717----L.22.1.:-........11.........
,MeEuLj522_19. 29.1 4. 12,8 14.9 7.

45



T:percent of Opportunity Students

With Alterage'Grade in High

Schod below 80.

2 Percent of Opport.lnity Stzkents

with Averagd Grazit in Hig'74

Sohdbl Below 70%.

3
.Percent4Opportunity StuCnnts

49 tte Lower.Three Quintiles

'of their Graduttingliigh

.1ohool Class.

j'ercent Opportunity:Students

whoAraduated

'School'with a NOn4cademic

No Diploma,

4

Table 15

Summarylable for Entering Freshmen, 19?3.74

111111111111M11111111111111MIMMIIII

80%,

Below

70%

Lower'3.

uintiles

Non.

Academic

Di loma

.No:

Di loma -GED

SEEK' 67,2% 26.8% N A2%

11111
60.7

13.8

16.6%

1111111111

20.0. .

8.8%

,HEOP

,4 Year 63.3

57.9

IIII

1111111

7,8

.

59.4

65.5

90.8

2 Year

'Part.time 20.8

EOPil,

State er. 68.6 , 23.5 , 69.7 24.5

.

.. ., ....

94

COMM', 'Coils. 63,7

urromirmolarimmiparomiummenwitoruirm
'2289 '' *88 . .29. 8 5.0 20,3

Mean,_ 64.6 22.3 72.5 34.9 6.7 13,4

1
unknown.

2Not Available.
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Distribution of Standardized Test Scores far EOP Students Enterfri 1973-.74

State 0 erated



TABLE 17

Distribution of SAT Scores for Oppoitunity

Students Entering in 1973-74

MATH VERBAL
.

54+ 3059 320_7374 260.319 260. 0-559 320379 260-319 2,0..

11973.:.74

itiite Norar 29.1% 55.7%
' 9 3 4.1% 1..8% 16 4% 58 8% 14.0% 7.1% 3..7%

)1g0P;

four-Yr,' 4.4 44 1 :29 2 18 5 3.8 1.0 38.1 31.7 22.5 6 7

Hliro.lr, .75 15.1 35.9: 34 0

,.

'7:5--, - - 39,6 15.1 '28.3 _17.0

.:'...lart-Time. - - 0.9 ' 36 1' 17.1 1.9 le.3 30.1'
. 22.7

: ' 1.9

,10,F,:

ltate

'0 erated 6,6 4F8.7 26.3 ,. 15.5 2.9 3.5 414 I:

.

;i6,1 .19.1

q

, 9.6

:COtillnity

0O1ie e 2.2 34.3 22.5. 34.8 6.2 '1.1 29.15-,---. 22.1
H

27.9 19.

SEEK does not collect this data.
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TABLE 1

Accumulative Distribution ofCombined SAT ScOr s
Among Opportunity Students' Entering in 1973-74

HEOP EOP

COMBINED
SAT'u

FOUR
YEAR
PROG.

IYv0 -

YEAR
PROG.

PART-
TIME
PROG.

STATE
OPER.
COLLEGES

Cowman
COLLEGES

Above 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1120-

1070- 99.0 100.0% 96:7-- 99.1

1020- 95.7 92.5 93-,4 98.0

970- 94.5 90.6 90.7 95.9

920- 37.4 86.8 100.0% 83.4 90.6

870- 82.3 81.1 92.5 78.5 87.4

820- 70 .5 77.3 83.1 66.6 79.5

770- 61.2 75.4 54.8 54.7 69.5

720- 50.3 60.3 49.1 44.7 64.8

670 30.3 45.2 24.6 26.8 47.4

620. 22.4 41.4 18.9 18.4 41.6

570 7.0 16.9 1.9 8.9 19.5

Below
520 3.8 7.5 1.9 2.9 5.8

SEEK data not available.
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TABLE 19

Major Subject Area of Study For Opportunity Studente

Enrolled in Associate Degree Programa 1975-1974

H E 0 P IT E 0 P

Major Sub-

'ect Area 2 Year art-Time State Operated Community Colleges

Business &

Coimerce

Technolo ies ,

Data

Processing

Technolo ies

6. %

0.2

6% %
,

1.
Health

Services

Paramedical 6.8 8 6

Natural

Science

Tecbnolo ies 0.1 .6
Public Service

Related

Technolo
. 10. 8.4

Other .6 16.3 io.8

Liberal

Arts 44.7 38.0

Undeclared 71.6 5.2 15.2

100 0 100 0 100.0



27

:V

Major Subject'Area df Study. for Opportunity Students, 1973-74-

-
Two-Year and Part-Time: Among the public college students, public services-

related technologies was the most popular occupational field of study. Most

HEOP students were working toward two-year degreds in the liberal arts (Table 19).

Four-Year: Social sciences and education were the most important subject areas

of study among opportnnity students and regularly admitted students. Business and

management also ranked high for both regular and special program students (Table 20).

Many students in the public sectors were yet und3cided about a major, despite the

fact that thy were juniors and seniors.

Table 20

Rank Order of Major Areas of Study For Upper Division

Students in 4- or 5-Year Bachelor Degree Programs 1973-74

Rank SEEK H E 0 P - E.0 P
Statewidelor
Regular Students

-----

1
Social
Sciences Social Sciences Social Sciences Social Sciences

Education -Education Education Education

3
Business &
Management

Business &
Management

,

Undecided,
Business &-
Management

,

Undeclared Psychology Health Letters

Psychology
Biological
Sciences Fine Arts Psychology

5 6
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vi

Supportive Services Utilized by Opporunity Students in 1273-74

The disparity between the educational tools possessed by the oppor-

tunity studeht and the performance demanded at the college level requires

major efforts in educational support, remediation and development. To meet

the challenges presented by the inadequate high school preparation of oppor-

tunity students, public and independent institutions throughout the State

have developed comprehensive programs of tutoring, counseling and developmental/

supportive/remedial courses.

Tutoring is provided to assist students in a nonformal, supportive set-

ting, to help them master basic techniques. Patterns of usage of this service

varied (Table 21), with the average number of hours utilized ranging from 5.2

at the community cclleges to 18.6 at the two-year independent colleges.

TABLE 21

Tutoring,Services to Opportunity Students

1975-74

'SEEK HEOP EOP

-FOUR
YEAR

TWO
YEAR

PART-
TIME

STATE
OPER.

comm.
COILS..

Tutoring Hours 100,375 57,789.75 5,885 6,442 66,785 13,085.

Avg. No. of
Tutoring Hrs.
Per Enrolled
Students

11.4 13.9 18.6 5.8 9.5 5.2

57

-1T17;e717r7average fall-spring enrollments. The mean for all programs is
10.4 tutoring hours Per student per academic session.
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Tutoring tends to be less used as students move into the upper levels.

While most of the students tutored were lower division, almost 30 percent of

those tutored in the HEOP fOur-year programs were juniors and seniors (Table

22). The average number of hours received by each tutored student ranged from

16 to 24 hours. The percent_of students tutored was very high for the HEOP

full-time program. 'Public sector programs did not submit this information.

Of the various areas in which tutoring was offered, social sciences,

language arts, and physical sciences tended to predominate. Students at SEEK

Utilized tutoring in the basic skills areas more than did those in other Programs

(Table.23).

Tutoring is judged by program perSonnel to be most effective when the

tutor is a peer of the tutored student; this process has proven effective at

many educational levels. Graduates, or professionals (advanced degree holders),

are used when the subject matter is highly specialized or where upper division

students are either scarce or-non-existent (two-year and part-time programs).

Peer tutors were highly utilized by all programs, but especially by those in

the public sector. Professional and volunteer, tutors were more prominent in the

independent than the public seFtors.

Counseling services are provided to help students in defining-and realizing
......

their goals. These services are always available to opportunity students. The

number of contact hours, weighted for the percentage of students who actually,

saw counselors, varied greatly, however, with a range from 8.1 hours per student'

5 8



TABLE 22

Distribution of Tatoring Servicey
to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

HEOP

FOUR
YEAR

TWO
YEAR

PART-
TIME

.4

Tutoring Hours 57,789.75 5,883 6 642

Total No. of Sts.
Tutored

2,372 246 422

a) Percent
Lower Division 70.4% 100.0% 94.8%

b) Percent
Upper Division 29.6 ... . 5.2

,

Average No. Hrs.
Received 24.4

,

23.9 15.7

Percent Tutor Con-
tacts of Total
Enrolled 2

57.2% 77.7%
.

36.7%

,

SEEK, EOP data not submitted
.2

I.e.,57% of all HEOP students had smile-- tatoring during tbe year.



TABLE 23

Distribution (if Tutoring to Opportunity Students, 1973.74,

by Subject Area and Level. of Tutor

F.-----".........

SEEK I

............0... ............arm

HEOP EOP

................

Sub'ect Area

I Four

I Year

Ilin 2 . %

Two

Year

Part

Time.

State

0 erated

Ooounity

Oolle es

Lan 1 :e Arts
2 '.0%

10.2

20.1% 1 2% 14 8%

Study Skills 12 1

10

IIIIIIIIII 22 1 13 2 15 0

6 7
Social Science

2 2

Ph sical Science

Other

16.6

29.1

1111111111

1 20.

1 . 111111111111 26 14 8

2 .0 NEM 1 .7 , 48.

Total Hours

IIIIIMwmmmm""uEIIIIIjllillrMiM
Level of Tutor

loo.o%

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

1 loca% loo.o% 100.0%

MI

i loo.o% 100.0%

Undergraduate 63.1% 52.'6% 32.6% 35,6% 1 _72.4%

Graduate 22.1 3.4 12.2 47,

_72.9%

1 12. 4.4

Professional 14.8 1 16.5 54.2 15.7_ 1 14.6 17.1
I

Paid 56.5 '88.1 49.6 98.6 N A j85.6

Voluntary. , 1.5 11.3 50.4 1.4 N A 14.4
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per 36-week Period at HEOP part-time programs to' 42.9 hours for HEOP two-year

programs (Table 24). The number of students per counselor (caseload) also

showed great variation even within sectors. Since counseling personnel were

reported by headcount, with many part-time staff involved, extrapolations are

difficult to draw. However, examination of the student contacts as a per-

centage of the total enrolled shows that counseling at SUM' was not as highly

utilized as in other sectors.

Counselos performed a variety of functions. Educational counseling was

their primary activity (Table 25), with personal and social counseling generally

second. Even though these areas of counseling services are normally thought to

be available as a matter of course at collegiate institutions, they are es-

pecially provided for opportunity program students.

Special Coursework: Students in these programs usually take a series of

courses, some for no credit (remedial), and others with a strong emphasis on

basic skills, combined with college level work as they move into the regular

college curriculum. Courses in the languair arts and other subject areas

genevally comprised one-half or more of such courses taken by opportunity-

_students (Table 26), Reading and s-Ludy skills were generally the least en-

rolled courses. EOP did not submit this data.

Completion rates ranged from 65 percent to 87 -percent with SEEK offering

1,700 sections of such courses (Table 27). While SEEK courses met for longer

periods of time, HEOP cOUrses met more hours per-week; the total cOntact

hours are nearly equal. EOP did not submit this data.

6 2



Table 24

Counseling Services to Opputunity Students' 1973-74
,

HEOP
EOP

SEEK

Poux

Yr,

Two

Yr,

Part

Time

State

Operated

Community

Colleges

Total No. Counselors 180 245 15 14 146 70

Total No. Sts. Served
2

_91849 3,?43.25 794 577 4,229 769

Avg. Hours Per Wk. in

Student Contact Per

Counselor

29.8 9.8

o

25.1 16.9 12.8 13,5

Contacts as % of Total

Enrolled

, 59.9% 56.8% 117.5% 20.5% 31.2% 23.6%

.

Ers.ez..5'St.erts.36.

No. Sts. Assigned per

Counselor,

36.6 36. 32.9 30.8 57 1

54.7 15 3 52.9 41.2 29.0 11.0

Total Students Enrolled

,P-2r---9S'I.I'msel°1-----f-------------:----------------------------"-
Weighted hrs. per stildent

er 6 weeks

49.0

21.9

17.0

26,0

21.1

42.9

82.2

8,1

48.0

9.6

36.1

13.5

1

Headcounts: 187 HEOP counselors are part-time

2
May be duplicated headcounts
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Table 25

Rank Order of Counseling Contacts by
PUrpose.In Opportunity Programs, 1973-74

SEEK I HEOP EOP
Your
Year

Two
'kear

Part,-

Time
State-
Operated

Community
Colleges

4 4.5 4

_ .

0 3 ,4
..PsyChological

-Personal & Social 2 2 2 3 2 5

.Xducational
:T.Iacement-Vocational
le7Eduoational 3 3 3 2 4,

HOther 5 4.5 0 4 5

Table 26

Percent Distribution of Remedial/Developmental/Supporiiive
Courses Utilized by Opportunity Students, 1973-74

Ar.ea

SEEK HEOF
4.-

.

Four Year Two Year Xart-Time
,- -

Study Skills 5.9% 10.87. 11.5% -14,0%

1,anguage Arts 42.5 28-,,6 23.6 21.0-

Reading 11.0 13.8 8.2 .18.0

Math/Sciences 18.5 25.5 18,0 . 16.0

Other 22.,1 21.3 39..3 31.0.

TOTAL' 100.07. 100.07 Ico.c) 100.0Z

1E0P did not submit,thiSdata.
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Table 27

Remedial/Developmental/Supportive Courses1
7-Utilized by Opportunity Students, 1973-74

[ SEEK HEOP

FOUR
YEAR

-
TWO
YEAR

PART-
TIME

Number of
Sections 1,699 675 61 100

Avg'. Number
of Weeks - 14.2 11.6

,

13.8 14.7

Avg. No.Hrs.
Per Week 3.7 4.7 4.0 3.1

Total Number
Students2
Enrolled

,

17,114 4,759 652 1,419

Percent
Students
Completing 77.3% 87.2% 87.1% 64.7%

1
EOP data not submitted

2
Duplicated headcounts.

VII

Academic Progress of_aportunity Students-, 1973-74.
-.-

Two standard measures of student achievement are grade point average

and rate of credit accumulation. The percent distribution of one-year grade

point averages, based on a 4.0 scale, is exhibited' in Table 28. Of the four-

year programs, HEOP and EOP students demonstrated more favorable overall dis-

tributions of GPA, with approximately 70 percent over 2,0. This may be accriff-e-cr\---

6 6
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for, in part, by the greater-proportion of SEEK students who are freshmen and

by more flexible standards and expectations tor student retention at the City

University. _HEOP two-year students had a higher distribution than their counter-

pArts in EOP.

GPA Range

oo - .99

1.0 - 1.9

2 - 2.9

3.0 - 4.0

Table 28

GPA's for Opportunity Students in Attendance, 1973-74

SEEK 'HEOP EOP
Four
Year

Two
Year

Part-
Time

State
eerated

Community
Colle es

23.2 8.8 12.4 18.1 12.6 17.3

21.7 22.0 1( ,4 . 8.6 18.9 22.0

37.4 51.0 46.7
'

28.6 48.2 43.5

17.7 18.2 24.5 44.7 15.4 17.3

Opportunity students at HEOP and EOP are expected to accumulate an average of

at least 12 semester hours per term. Based on_a time-lengthened degree pregram, it'

would take a student ten semesters to graduate in a regular,,four7year,program and_

six semesters in a,regular two-year program. While, the data in Table 29 indicate

'some incorrect information submitted by EOP, many opportunity etudents did not,

in 1973-74,earn 12 credit hours. All data include students who withdrew so that

the averages are depressed. Also, sowe- students, especially at SEEK, might only

have attended for one of the two terms reported on here. OUNY reports that many'

SEEK students take a one Semester leave of absence for personal and financial

6 7
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reasons.

Low totals in earned credits in the first several semesters are partially the, .

result of opportunity students being,enrolled in noncredit remedial coursework.

Also, students in the last semester may have been "making up" a small number of

credits needed to graduate. Finally, SEEK reports that "incompletes" made up

after the olOse of the term were not recorded here.

Table 29

Average Credits Earned by Students, by Academic. Level,
in the 1973-74 Yearl

SEEK H E O P E O P
No. Semesters
in Program

Four
Year

Two
Year

Part-
Time

State
Operated

Community
Colleges

2
5.4 7.1 13.8 7.7 6.9 5.9%

13.5 22.3 19.7 7.3 15.9 _17.4

21.2
12.2 16.9 28.2 7.7 20.6

4 16.2 22.7 28.0 9.5 23.4 4

5 19.9 18.8 19.3 8.7

______N.3

27.8. 4

6 19.1 28.3 34.5 10.3 20.6 31.3
4

34.6
414.5 21.3 11.7 NA3_7

8 21.8 28.1 14.0 23.

NA3

19.4
9
2

17.0 25.0 11.5 12.1

10
2

18.0 11.5 12.2 5.8

,

6.0

1
One year period.

2
Expected rate of accumulation (24-:)0 credito per academic year)not applicable.

. 3
Data incorrectly submitted.

6 8QaostIonabie antn.



Table 30, however, presents a more realistic picture, by measuring student

. credit accumulation against expected "minimal performance," i.e., accumulating

credits as a rate sufficient to graduate in three years from a two-year, or five

years from a four-year, institution. ,By the fifth semester, slightly more than

half of.the HEOP two-year students were below the minimally dkpected credit ac-

cumulation (60 credit-hours). HEOP students,in baccalaureate programs exhibited

the greatest progress toward the degree.

The low percentage of SEEK students "on track" is reflected in the low

course completion rate (Table 31). Some improvement is shown when those students

who might be expected to be taking lightened loads, due to first entry or grad-

uation, are removed from the calculations. Students at the community colleges,

overall, have the best completion rates while HEOP leads the baccalaureate

programs.

CollegeoGoing_ Costs and Financial Aid for Opportunitjr Students, 1973-74

In 1973-74, opportunity students came from families which had such limited

resources to devote to education that college access would have been virtually

denied if it had not been for opportunity programs.
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Table 30

Distribution of Opportunity Students
y Total Hours Accumulated by 73-74

.

Credit Accumulation SEEK

HEOP LOP
FOUR
YEAR

TWO
YEAR

STATE
OPER.

COM.
COLLEGE

Percent belewminima1 4
performance 37.47. 13.87 50.1% 29.27. 25.47.

Percent: Minimal
.

expected performance 41.2 ,27.0. 26.8 30.1 39.0

Percent: Beyond min-
imal expected per-
formance 21.,6 59.3 23.1 40.73 35.5

4

TOTAL 100.07. 100.07. 100.0% 100.07. 100.07.

Percent Students
.!'On Track" 62.8' 86.3 49.92 70.83 74.5

4
.

1
4.7% cannot be placed accurately due to campus reporing errors.2

11 11,0.4% "

'111 0% n 11 114 .

10.7% II U 11 11 11 n



Table 31

0 :7

Percent Credits Earned,of Credits Attempted by Students in Opportunity Programs, 1973-74

--,..--
S ,:. H E O P

E O P
No.of Semesters

in Pro ram

Four

Year

Two

Year

Part-

Time

State

0 er.

Community

Cale es

4.5% 63.8%
, 11.2% 65.1%

2 65.4 82.7 86.5 68.7 82.5 81.6

56.5 79.4 68.8 71.0 78.2 96.8

61,8 80.1 88.4 70.3 84.4'

IIMM
a3.0

89.0

89.9

89.4

62.5 80.7 89.5 65.4Ell6

alla
8

68.8

63.2

88.0 100.0

79.2 ME 75.0 . 91,4

73.5

72.8

89.1

91.5

76.1

71.6

30.0

82.8

95.1

95.0

9

10 71.0

,

93.2 73.4 84.3 75.0

Total Avera e 63.8% 83.7% 81.8% 68.4% I 81.2% 8443%
Average 2 - 9

Semesters 84.1 32.51 70.7 82.0 87.5

1

2-5 semesters only.
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Average college-going costa were derived from data submitted by the various

institutions participating in opportunity programs. In 1973-74, finAncial aid

personnel reported between $2,300 and $4,200 in expenses over a nine-month period

for opportunity students enrolled in bachelor's degree programs, and $2,500 to

$3,000 for studentsenrolled in associate degree programs (Table 32).

Table 32

Average Costs1 Compared to Average Aid2
Available to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

SEEK
HEOP
Four-Year

EOP
State Oper.

HEOP
Two-Year

EOP
Comm. Colle es

Total Average
Aid $2,253

$3,508

,

$2036 $1,426 $122433

Total Average
Budget 2,J19

4
4,1845 2,752

6
2, 95 5 5 .

.--1),C)
7

Difference:
Unmet Needs 6 $ (6 6) ( 86) $(1 2 ) $ (80 )

1
Educational and maintenance costs to the student as reflected in typical student
budgets submitted by institutions.

2
Including grants, work and loans (all sources except student and faMily).

3 Average aid per Expenditure Report.

4
Weighted mean for dependent commuter and independent student living away from home
these are nine-month budgets. (Many SEEK students are on 12-month budgets.)

5 Dependent resident and commuter students only; these are nine-month budgets.

6
Add $150 for upper division student budgets. Based on resident student budget;
adjusted for commuter costs which were 19.4% lower in 1972-73, assuming a dis-
tribution similar to 1972-73.

7
Based on 1974-75 budget of boarding students.

7 3
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Because financial assistance for disadvantaged students was not sufficient to

offset all college-going costs (Tab1e-32), a student's budget can be examined in

terms of those priority costs which had to be met so that a person can satisfy the

institution's minimum demands. These were tuition, fees, and bc:Oks. Living costs,

unftii;tuna 7Y.,_.s.PMPtime,s_assumed secondary_importance in institutional financial

aid packaging, so that the deficit between aid and cost was made to fall directly

upon the student. Table 33 demonstrates the ratio of educational costs to living

costs for each group. The highest educational costs (61 percent of the total) were

at HEOP four-year colleges which had high tuition while living costs were 89 percent

f the total at SEEK, which had no tuition charges.

Table 33

Distribution of Budgeted College-,Going Costs for Opportunity Students 1973-74

'SEEK
4 0°

Four-Year
I.

State 0.er.
HEOP
Two-Ye

EOP
Co . Colle eii

ollege -Going Cost
lor Nine Months Amount % Amount. % Amount % Amount % AmOunt.

1 88 0.
ducational $ 2 10. 61.1 $ 01 28.6 $1 00 4 .2-

ivin 2 066 8 .1 1 62 38.9 1 802 0.8 1 62 6 .1 .,

MMOIMMIOMMUMMINIMMO MIONIMIONIIIII 11111111111=11111

TAL
,

$2 1 $4 184 $2 2 $2 c; o

1
Add $150 for upper-diviaion students at University Centers and colleges.

7 e4
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Grants jn dd to prdgram students were not sufficient to piiovide adequate funds

..for living expenses, once oduGdtional costs were deducted (Table 34). Table 34 shsws

Table 34

_.
Grants-tO-Opportunity Students Compared

to Budgeted'Costd, 1973-74

SEEK1 ,

HEOP
FOUR YEAR

EOP
STATE OPER.

HEOP
TWO YEARI

[ EOP
COMM. COLT,S

Total Avqrage
Grants in Aid $1,461

2
12,898 $2,118 $1,311 $1,277

Less Educational
Costs 253 2,557 950 --- 1,500 788

Remainder for
Living Costs 1,208 341 1,168 (189) 489 ,

Less Living
Costs3 2,066 1,627 1,802 1,455 1,762

Remaiirder: Unmet
Need $ (858) $(1,286) $ (634) $(1,644) $(1,273)

1
Based on distribution of grants in Financial Aid Report.

2
Does not include VA or Social Security.

3 From Table 33.

4
Made up by work, loans
still reMains (Table 32).

and family oontribution. With all these sources, a gap

7 5
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that in almost every case grant funds were.insufficient to cover both educational

and living costs for program students; loans and work were necessary to make up the

difference, as shown in Table 35. While the unmet need is shown as ranging from

$385 to $l,5251, these average budgets understate the degree of unmet need because

theY_49...Pot_i_AClude_the_sizable_number_of_married-and-independent-StUdents.

In all cases, the combined resources of the State of New York were greater than

either Federal or institutional resources, due largely to opportunity program grsnts

.(Tables 35 and 36). HEOP fouriear and EOP state-operate4 program students received

the largest opportunity grants, while SEEK and HEOP tw&-year students received the

least aid from:this sourse.

The effect of the first year of the BEOG phase-in was more substantial at,SEEK

than at any of the other programs. This is due to the fact that the percentage of

new ehrollees was much greatei. at SEEK than in other programs (Table 7), and thus

more students were eligible for BEOG. Because of the overwhelming percentage of

(blder students enrolled in HEOP two-,year programs, BEOG had.relatiygly little effect

there compared to the EOP copmunity colleges (Table 35).

1
See Table 32.

7 6
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Grants and waivers among the independent institutionSdiffered greatly, with

the senior institutions providing four.times as much aid as the two-year institutions.

Institutional grants and waivers made to HEOP students in four-year colleges averaged

10.5 15-ercent lower than the opportunity grant in financial aid. SEEK is required to

match the State dollar for dollar. Independent institutions, with no such require-

ment, provided grants/waivers which comprised up to 25 percent of the financial aid
64,,T

package for HEOP students. While these institutional funds were from private

resources, "institutional"funds committed by CUNY and SUNY were from public funds

appropriated to the dolleges through their operating budgets. Therefore, the amount

of State/ldeal aid to SUNY and'CUNY students was even more substantial than.indicated.

Apparently, the availability of Federal work, loan and grant resources enables

some opportunity students to attend the higher cost independent institutions. Mork

'sources cannot be as readily used by opportunity students as by others, as work takes

away from Study time which the academically disadvantaged stUd-ent needs. Thus rel-

atively moderate amounts are engendered through these sources in the opportunity

programs (Table 37).

The net effect of financial aid as it is now administered to opportunity program

students is that most economically disadvantaged persons sprved are required to borrow,

earn or contribute between $350 and $1,500 per academic session (Table 32).

7 7



Table 35

Distribution of Average Aid per St1 'It in Opportunity Programs, 1973-74

SEEK-

HEOP

FOUR YEAR

EOP HEOP ) EOP /

s /

State Aid:

$ 520 931

.._- - -

11 152

-

1 611

y., U. k w.'''''Y '
,

i;

$ 837

Average Opportunity

Grant

SI-RCS
410 160 158

ifyraic Loans

Subtotal State Aid

7 5

895 1 511 IIIMIEIIIIII

42 14

813 1 029

Institutional &id:4

516

NA

333

---r..-------7------------------
246

5

215
Grants/Vaivers

Loans
8 0 0 ,

Work NA 14 13 0
99'

Subtotal Institutional Aid 516 855 264 215 -106

Federal Aid:

130

4
.

65 65 49 82

BEOG

SEOG 153 414

296

],83.

114

42

123

16

58

45
NDSL

VySOC, SEC.

244

NA 129 105 114

CWSP

Ubtota1 Pe,deral Aid

244 121 58-

,

57 84

1 025 462. 350 383

_

Other 142 .117 15 .48 1

,

otal AveraRe Aid

;

232 o8 2,366 1 426 1 519

4

1

Based on Expenditure Report Data incomplete.

2

.,For CDNY and SUNY, these represent State and local funds.

3
Difference of $100 due to rounding.



Tal' 36

Percent Distribution
of Financial A.As to

Opportunity Student's, 19'3-74

Percent Distribution

State Funds:

Average Opportunity

Grant

BEOP EOP EEOP EOP
FOUR YEAR STATE OPER. TWO YEAR ,COMM. COLLS.

22.4% 26.5% 48 7% 2.8% 56.4
SI-ROS

0.0 11.7
17 3 11.2 10.4

MAC Loans 161 49

SubtotalState Funds 385 43.1

Institutional Funds:

Gran'ts1taivers2

Loats

Work

Subtotal Institutional

.Funds

2.7 2.9 0.9

68.7 __,6.9 6?.?

22.2 23.7 10.4 15.1 o.5

NA. , 0 2 0 2 0 0 0

NA 0 4 0.5
6.5

222 24.4 11.2 15.1 7 0

Federal Funds:

BEOG
.6

2.7 34 5.4
SEOG

6 6 11.8
? 8 6 3.8

NDSL
10.5 8 4 4 6 1 1 3.0

VA SOC. SEC.
NA

:32 1.8 j.4
7.5

Io 3.4 2.5 4.0 5.1

33.2 29.2 19.5 24 5 25.2

CWsP

Subtotal Federal Funds

Other
3

6.1 3.3 0 6 3.4 1

MaMAMfflygMI,M.M.P....1%.,IM.Im...MNO....

1
Based on Expenditure Report. Data incomplete.

2
For CUN1 and SUNY,

these represent State and local funds.

. 3 Difference ofi100 ::ae to rounding.

80





Table 37

Distribution of Financial Aids to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

Type Aid
SEEK1

Amount %

HEOP
Four-Year
Amount %

LOP
State Oper.
Amount %

0 HEOP
Two-Year
Amount %

EOP
Comm. Colleges
Amount %

Grants $1 461 62.9 $2,898 82.6 $1,603 86.4 $1,311 91.2

58 4.1

$1,277 84.1

59 3.9
Loans 619 26.6 475 13.5 182 9.8

Work 244 10.5 135 3.8 71 3.8 57 4.o 183 12.0

TOTAL $2.3252 $3,508 ; $2,366
, $1,519

1
SEEK based on Expenditure Report--data idcomplete.

2
Differences due to rounding

Ix

Opportunity Program Expenditures, 1973-74

For regular college students, college-going budgets were similar to those of

opportunity students in terms of costs to the students. However, opportunity students

were provided with essential supportive services to help ensure a successful college

experience. The costs of these services were incurred in addition to regular college-
,

going costs. --The extent of the'se costs and the services they represent will be

examined here.

8 2



Professional services were supplied by numerous administrators, counselors

and teachers who worked within tha opportunity programs to provide necesSary supportive

services. Table 39 shows that the ratio of students to special program personnel

ranged from 11.111 at the two-year HEOP programs to 81.7:1 at the EOP community

colleges.
1

There is no close correlation between services to students, measured in

caseload, and expenditures. While both SUNY groups spend about the same in supportive

services, the community colleges have twice the Caseload as the State-operated programs.

The HEOPt4year programs have about the same,caseload as does SEEK but spent about
t,$570 less per student. Currently, however, in the public sector the degree of

institutionalization, and special appropriations from the Legislature for_administrative

services and additional personnel make it impossible to determine actual caseloads

and expenditures.

Table 39 summariies those program expenditures incurred by each program on

behalf of opportunity studenta. As in Table 35, financial aid for educational

expenses fluctuated according to tuition costs, so that all the grant financial aid
\

received by students at independent two-year insitutions went toward tuition, books

and fees. The deficit in this case was so great that the average finanCial aid

package would not include living expenses.

1
See Table 38.

8 3
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Table 38

Professional Personnel Caseload of Opportunit/ Student,%1 and Average
Supportive Services Expenditures per_Student, 1973-74

Total Professional
Staff (FTE) Caseload

1
Expenditures

2
SEEK

5Z9.7 l5,4 $1,389--
HEOP Four-Year 187 20.6 824

EOP - State Operated 158.8 44.8 481

Average Four-Year --- 21.6 56,

IMP Two,Year 28.2 11.1 815

EOP Comm. Colls.
il 8 .

Average Two-Year 7--- 47.8 474

1
Ratio of FTE number of students to FTE personnel on special program lines.

Per student in Supportive Services,

Independent four-year institutions expended the greatest amount rf dollars

per opportunity students, and the community colleges the' least. Despite the lack

of tuitiOn at:CUNY, the SEEK programs expended more funds than the other public

sector programs. Such "expenditUrea" represent an Federal-State, city and institu-

tional expenditures-on behalf of opportunity program students, including work and

loan programs.

8 4



Table 39

Total Opportunity Program Expenditures per Student

Supportive Services Plus Tuition, Fees and Books
.

Plus Financial Aids Toward Living Costs

Supportive

Services

$ 1 81

Ed.

Costs

1 2

. §total
Educational

tapenditures

$ 1 642

,

Maintenance

$2 0 2

Total Expenditure

per 4

Students

$ 14

40P
Four-Year 824 2 557

..: 301

EOP

'..t-lt-1"rl-1--L481-----HOP

TWo -Year 81

950 1,431 1,416

1 II
2 1 ( 4)3 2 1

EOP oo

Cone es

431 788 1,229 955 2,174

1

'SEEK data based on Expenditure Report, data incomplete

2
Financial aid for living "costs" does not reflect actual student need, only actual mar s.

3Students' own resources for %lob programs are not accountable.

4 --

From4kll federal, State, City and institutional sources
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tape cji_?c A

Tistitutions Participating in New York State
Opportunitypr:ograms, 1973-74

A. City University of New York

I. SEEK

Bernard M. Baruch College
.Brooklyn College
City College
Medgar Evers College
Hunter College
John Jay College of Criminal Justice
Herbert H. Lehman College
Queens College
University Center
York College
Richmond College

II. College Discovery

Borough of Manhattan_COmmunity
college

Brenx:CommllnitY. College
Hostos Community-College
KingsboroUgh Community College
Kingsborough Biringual Institute
New york City CoMmunity College
Queensborough Community College
Staten Island community College

B. Private Colleges and Universities,

1. Four-Year Programs, participating in 1972-73.

Bard College .

Barnard College
(Canisius College
Colle-ge of. Mt. St. Vincent

Zollege.of"New Rochelle
_College of St..Rose

Colgate University,

Columbia College
Columbia University-General Studies
Cornell University.
C.W. Post College
Dowling College
Elmira College
4ordham University
Hamilton-Kirkland Colleges
Hobart/Wm, Smith Cdllege
Hofstra University
Iona C911ege
Ithaca College
Keuka College.
LeMoyne College
Long Island University

..,Manhattan College

Manhattanville College
Marist Ce11.-Te

Marymount-Nanhattan Col'ege
Marymount-Tarrytown College

8 7

Mercy College
Mt. St. Mary Cqllege

Nazaretfi College
New York Inst. of Tech.

(Old Westbury)
New York Inst. of Tech.

Mew ,YorP
New York Pniversity

Niegare University
Pace University, New York City
Pace University, Westchester
Polytechnic Inst. - Brooklyn
Pratt Institute

Rensselaer Polytechnic Inst.
Rochester Inst. of Technology
Rosary Hill College
Russell Sage College
St. John Fisher College
St. John's University
St. Lawrence University
Siena College
Skidmore College
Syracuse University
Union College
,University Of Rochester
Utica College
!Vassar College
,Wagner ,College



:11. Two-Year Pregram.,., participating in 1972-73.

College for Human Services
Elizabeth Set5n College
Harriman College
Junior College of Albany
Mater Dei College

III. Part-Time and Prison Programs,;particiPating
in 1972-7(3.

Marist College at the Green Haven Correctional Facility
Malcolm-King: Harlem Extension
University College of Syracuse University

IV. Consortia, participating 1972-73.

Academic Opportunity Consortium
Associated Colleges of the Mid7Hidson Area

hCommunity Leadership Consortium

V. New Programs, 1973-74.

Albany Busine- ; College (Two-Year Program)
Junior Collel. 3f Albany at the Coxsackie Correctional Institute (Prison Program)Univerqty Without' Walls of Skidmore College at Comstock CorrectiOnal Facility(Prison Program)

C. State University of New York

I. State-Operated Campuses

a). University Centers

Albany
Binghamton
Buffalo
Stenybrook

b), Tiniversity.Colleges

Brockport'
Buffalc
Cortland
Fredonia
Genesee
Mt. Vernon
New.Pal,tz

8 8 ,

Old Westbury
Oneonta
Oswego
Plattsburgh-
Potsdam
Purchase
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c). Specialized Colleges

College of Environmental Science-and Forestry
Maritime College at Fort Schuyler
Statutory College at Cornell University

d). Agricultural and Technical Colleges.

Alfred
Canton
Cobelskill

Community Colleges

Broome
Clinton
Finger Lakes
Corning__
Erie, City Campus.
Erie, North Campus
Fashion Institute of Technology
Fulton-Montgomery

_Genesee -

HerkiMer
Hudson Valley

8 9

Farmingdale
Morrisville

Jamestown
Mohawk Valley
Monroe
Nassau
Niagara
Onondaga
Rockland
Schenectady County
Suffolk County
Sullivan County
Ulster County '

Westchester.
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Appendix B

Collec ,_scover-- :inal Re ort, 1973-74

(N.B. - Tables in this analysis follow, when possible those for the
three sectors in the main body of this analysis, using the same
numbering system. Tables are eliminated when data is lacking.)

The projected increase in enrollments for 1973-71-f was an increase of 5.5 percent

over 1972-73 (Table B.:1). College Discovery officials, contacted by phone, verilied

the-1973-74 enrollment at 4,180--2.8 percent under the approved amount (Table 6-2).

Table B-1

Growth in,College Discovery, 1972-73 to 1973-74

(Pro ected Ehrollments)

,--Percent
-Growth

1972=73 1973-74 Difference Rateheadcount 4009 4299 220 5.5

Table B-2
Projected Versus Actual Ehrollments in College Discovery

1973-74

Projected Actual Difference Percent Difference

Enrollments 4299 4180 (119) (2.8%)

The fall underenrollment was not made up in the spring when there waS

a decline of 2.0% (Table. B-3). Table P-4 does not include "special admit"

Illerefore,
sgudents and others who could not be tracked through the system.

the spring enrollment shows an increase rather than the decrease

above. However, summer enrollments., represent one quarter of the

ments.

Mentioned

fall enroll-

..
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Table B-3

Spring Versuo Fall Enrollment, 1973-74

Enrollments
Difference

(84)
Percent
(-2.

Table B-4
Enrollment by Term, 1973-741

Summer Fall 'Spring Summer Attendance as
Percent of Fall Enrollment

63 3,794 3,885 25.4%

1
Does not include students classified as "spe:cial adMit" by College

Discovery

The separation rate from the firs't to the second semester was at least

23 percent, (Table B-5). With 500 graduates 'in 1973-74, the "yield rate" averaged

about 12 percent (Table B-6).

Table B-5

Change in Enrollment of CD Students Who Attended the Fall
Semester, 1973, and who Returned for the Spring

Semester; 1974

Fall
Enrollees1

Returned
2for Syring_

.

%
Change

' Grads
7-74

Out Trans
73-74

Total Grads
& TranSfer8

3,794 2,934 22.7% 500 43 543

1

Does not include "special admit" students

-2
Transfers/readmits could not be appropriately excluded

9 1



Table B-6
GraduPes os ui Average Annual Enrollment, 1975-74

Number
Enrolled

Number
Grads

Percent
Grads of Enrolled

4 180 500 12.0%

Table B-8

.Status of C.D. Students,in Attendance, 1973-74

By Telm of Entry %
By No. of Sems.

in College %

By Credits

Accumulated
Toward Degreel %

1973-74 49.8 1 - 2 52.8 0 - 23.9 57.71972-73 30.7 3 - 4 29.5 24 - 47.9 26.81971-72 14.1 5 - 6 14.7 48 - 59.9 6.91970-71 3.9 7 - 8 27.0 60+ 8.71969-70 & 1.1f 9 - 10+ 3.0
before

,

.

1
Based on 6 semesters in a time-lengthened degree program.

Academical dismissal was the primary reason for separation from the

program (Table B-9). Perhaps, problems specifi-: to the urban poor are responsponsible

for financial and personal as ranking so high.

While first-timers were given as representing 25.percent of thos,2 in

,ittendance, College Discovery was not able to ascertain_the status of many Students-

for this report-fl 6-10).

Frnk

Table B-9
Rank. Order of Program Separation

Conditions, 1973-74

Academic
Leave

----,

Academic
Dismissal Financiol Personal Medical Transfer

_-

Other
1 3 2 5 7

9 2
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Table B-10

StatuS of Students Enrolled in College Discovery, 1973-74

First timers 24.9%

Others (continuing
& readmit) 64.8

Status Unknown 1(1.3

Total 100%

Table B-11

Percent Distribution of C.D. Students According to.Ethnicity,

1973-74

Negro/
Black

Native
Amer. Oriental

, Spanisa

Surnamed Subtotal White Other
,

Total

51.8 0.1 0.9 36.3 89.0 10.2 0.9 100.0

Minorities dominated thaCollege Discovery enrollments, with blacks comprising

the largest group (Table B-11). The College Discovery students tended to be

younger than students71n other opportunity programs (Table-4-1.12), with-most of the

students female.

Almost 95 percent of the/entering freshmen had gross family incomes of under

$10,100 (Table B-13). More than half of all new students came from mid-sizd

families, and another third from large fami,lies. Many 'students received Social

Services aid while few were recipients cf V.A. assistance (Table B-14).



Under 21

52.0
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Table B-12

Sex and Age of C.D. Students, 1973-74,

- 25

36.3

2 - 30 Over 30 Male

10.6 1.1 45.3

.Female

54.?

Table B-13

Accumulative Distribution of Gross Family Income of' New

C.D. Students, 1973774

$0 - 3,601- 5,101- 6,501- 8 Over3,600 5,100 6,500 7,800 9OOO 1O,1OO t , 000 12,800 12,800

36.1% 59.1 72.4 84.3 90.9 94.8 96.6 98.2 98.8 100.0

9 4



Table B-14

Distribution of First-time C.D. Students

by Number in Household, Married. and Benefits Received,

1973-74

Percent Percent Rece,iving

VA Benefits Soc:,Ser.
_Funds

Soc.,Sec.
Funds.

Number in Household Married

One (inde-
pendent
student) 2-4 5+

7.5 4.3 31.6 10.111.1 55.9 33.0

The majority cf new students had high school averages under 80 percent, while

fewer than one-third were in the lower three fifths of their graduating class.- Al-,

most three-fourths of all College Discovery students had academic dip1omas. The de-

gTee to which-these students are disadvantaged cannot be determined.accgrately,

since more than 37 percent of the high schOol performance-data is listed as unknoWn.

(Table g-15).

More ,han half of the College Discovery students Were enrolled in liberal art8

programs, with, business and commerce technologieStheimajor occupatiOnal degree pro-

gram (Table 8-19)-

1

9 5
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Table B-15

Summary Table for Entering Freshmen, 1973074

1. Percent of C.D. Students
with Average Grade in High
School below 80%

2: Percent C.D. Students in
the Lower Three Quintiles
of Their Graduating High
School Class 26.5%

3. Percent C.D. Students who
Graduated from High School
with a Non-academic Diploma 26..5%

4 C.D. Students -With GED l.4%

.5. Unknown 37.3%

Table B-19

Major Subject Area of Study for C.D. Students, 1973-74

Technologies in:

Natural
Sciences

1.3

----1.

Pub. Ser.
Related

6.9

Other Oc-
cupational
Programs

2.7

Lib.
Arts

31.0

Unde-
clared

0.1

Business/
Commerce

20.6%

Data
Processing

,

4.0

Health Services
Paramedical

.

13.3

On the average, not many College Discovery students took advantage of

tutoring services. Those who Idid, received more than 20 hours,(Tahles B-21-22).
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Tables B - 21-22

Distribution of Tutoring Services
to C.D. Students, 1973-74

Total
Tutoring
Hours

Avg. No. Hrs.
Per Total
Enrolled

Total No.
Tutored

Percent
Lower Upper
Div. Div.

Average Hrs.
Received

Percent TUtor
Contacts of
Total Enrollee

24,912 6.0 1,223 58.2 41.8 20.4 29.3%

Table B-24

Counseling Services to C.D. Students, 1973-74

Total No. of
Counselors

i Contacts as %
of Total Enrolled 44.1

Total No. Students
Served

3,483 No. Students Assigned
_per Counselor

Avg. Counseling,
Hours Per Wk. per
Counselor

14.0
--
No. Total Ehrglled
per Counselor

---
55.0

Counseling Hrs. Per
Student .er 6 weeks

20.7 Weighted Hrs. per
Students ger 6 wks.

9.1

'Fewer than half of the students received counseling services, averaging
"Z.

almost 21 hours over a 36 week period. With counselors averaging 15 hours
e.s

a week 'in direct student contacts, students received about nine hours Of counseling

each during the academic session (Table.

h1
Some students may not have been assigned to specific counselors.






